
II. IntraLATA Toll DiaUne Pari1\' Plan

MCI urges the Commission to fmd that Ameritech Michigan's Plan is not in compliance with

the Commission's Orders in Case Nos. V-IOI38, the MTA, the Act, the FCC Order or the rules.

MCI would note that at the time of its filing, Ameritech' s Michigan was acting in direct violation

of the Commission's Orders in Nos. V-I 0 13 8, and an order of the Ingham County Circuit Court

granting a request for mandamus and requiring compliance with the Commission's orders and

implementation of intraLATA dialing parity. Although a stay has subsequently been issued, MCI

believes that the Commission's Orders in V-I0138 will ultimately be upheld and urges the

Commission not to conclude that Ameritech Michigan's latest attempt to avoid its legal obligations

is consistent with the Commission's previous orders, the MTA, the Act or the FCC Order.

WHEREFORE, MCI urges the Commission to reject Ameritech Michigan's request for relief

and issue an order consistent with this response.

Respectfully submitted,

MCI Telecommunications Corporation

BY:~Cl.~ {}¥£to/_),0
Joan amplOn
205'North Michigan Avenue
Suite 3700
Chicago, IL 60601
(312) 470-4943

Dated: December 19, 1996

LA\ 15905
(D\AE
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Case No. U·11104

Sara C. Devine-

6

"'i£--t M Yh j~U:.c l
Jeann;. Baker, Notary Public
Ingham County, Michigan
My commission expires: 6119/0 I

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 19th day of December, 1996.

STATE OF MICHIGAN

* * * * *

In the matter, on the Commission's own motion,
to consider Ameritech Michigan's compliance
with the competitive checklist in 271 of Section
the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Sara C. Devine, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that on the 19th day of

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
) ss.

COUNTY OF INGHAM )

)
)
)
)

---------------)

December, 1996, she caused to be served upon the persons listed in the attached Service List, copies

Approval of Plan on IntraLata Toll Dialing Parity in the above-referenced matter, by placing said

of the Response of MCI Telecommunications Corporation Compliance Filing and Request for

~opies in envelopes addressed to each person listed on the Service List and, with postage fully prepaid

thereon, deposited said envelopes in a United States mail receptacle.



SERVICE LIST

MR NORMAN C WITTE
WORLDCOM fNC.
115 W ALLEGAN AVE, 10TH FLOOR
LANSING MI 48933-1712

HON. FRANK STROTHER
MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
POBOX 30221
LANSING MI 48909

MR TIMOTHY P. COLLINS
26500 NORTHWESTERN HWY
SUITE 203
SOUTHFIELD MI 48076

MR RICHARD P. KOWALSKI
SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
8140 WARD PARKWAY 5E
KANSAS CITY MO 64114

MR DAVID VOGES
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
6545 MERCANTILE WAY, STE 15
LANSING MI 48911

ORJIAKOR N. ISIOGU
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
PO BOX 30212
LANSING MI 48909

MR LARRY SALUSTRO
AT&T
4660 S. HAGADORN 6TH FLOOR
EAST LANSING MI 48823

MR RODERICK S. COY
MR STEWART A. BINKE
200 N CAPITOL AVE., STE 600
LANSING MI 48933

CRAIG ANDERSON
AMERITECH MICHIGAN
444 MICHIGAN AVENUE ROOM 1750
DETROIT MI 48226

MS JOAN CAMPION
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS
205 N MICHIGAN AVENUE STE 3700

7

CHICAGO IL 6060 I

MR WILLIAM CELIO DIRECTOR
COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION
PO BOX 30221
LANSING MI 48909

TODD J. STEIN BROOKS
FIBERCOMMUNICATIONS

2855 OAK INDUSTRIAL DIVE NE
GRAND RAPIDS, MI 49506-1277

MARK 1. BURZYCH
FOSTER SWIFT COLLINS & SMITH
313 S. WASHINGTON SQUARE
LANSING MI 48933

DAVID E. MARVfN
FRASER TREBILCOCK DAVIS & FOSTER
1000 MICHIGAN NATIONAL TOWER
LANSING MI 48933

SHERRl A. WELLMAN
LOOMIS EWERT PARSLEY DAVIS & GOTTING
232 S CAPITOL AVENUE SUITE 1000
LANSING MI 48933

RICHARD D. GAMBER JR
MICHIGAN CONSUMER FEDERATION
115 W. ALLEGAN SUITE 500
LANSING MI 48933

ANDREW O. ISAR
TELEPHONE COMMUNICATIONS RESELLERS
ASSN
P.O. BOX 2461
GIG HARBOR WA 98335

KATHERINE E. BROWN
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
555 4TH STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001

GAYLE TEICHER
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
1919 M STREET, ROOM 544
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554





December 19, 1'95

Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Execue1ve 5ecrAtary DiYiaion
MichLg&n Public Serviee Commi••1on
6545 Mercaat~le Way
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, HI 48909

Dear M•. Wideman:

RE: ca•• 50. 0-11104

MfCHtGANFm SERVICE

DEC 1••

COIIISSICW

Enclo••d for fil~ng in the ~. N!er.na~ ca•• i. the
original an4 fifteeD (15) cap1•• of A~.T ~a.tions at
MichigaD, Inc.'. aeply C~t. to "'~1teeh Michigan'.
Compliance Filing and lteque.t. for AJ!'proval oC Plan on
tntraLata Toll Dialin~ Parity.

Sinc:erely,

Enc:1oaures

~

~~~~....
Bl/c0'd Tl~10Lcl£16 01 9££1 £cc £1£

DEC 23"
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE TIfE MICfUGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter. on the Commission's own motion, )
to consider Amerite<:h Michigan's compliance )
with the competitive checklist in Section 271 )
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. )

Case No, U-III04

AT&T'S REPLY COMMENTS TO AMERITECH MICmGAN'S
COMPLIANCE FILING AND REQUEST FOR APPROVAL

ON PLAN OF INTRALATA TOLL DIALING PARITY

AT&T hereby files comments in reply to Ameritech Michigan's "Compliance

Filing and Request for Approval ofPlan on IntraLATA Toll Dialing Parity," filed on

November 27, 1996.;

INTRODucrORY REPLY COMMENTS

Ameritech's intraLATA toU dialing parity "compliance" filina defies explanation.

On November 27, 1996 -- the date the "compliance" filing was submitted·· Ameritech

was in contempt ofOrders from both this Commission and the Ingham County Circuit

Court requiring Ameritech to implement intraLATA toll dialing parity throughout the

Although AT&T is submitting these comments in reply to issues raised by Ameri~h's

submission, AT&T,1lS an "interested party," is "not limited to filing responses to Ameriteeh Michiaan."
See MPSC August 28. 1996 Order. Case No. U·III04, p. 3. Indeed, interested pllrtiet have beeD invitod
by the Commission to file infonnation relevant to this docket at any time. Because AT&T's analysis ofdie
issues raised by the Commission in this docket is cWTCrltly incomplete, AT&T btreby reserves tbe rilht to
submit. at a later time. additional information that may be responsive to the issues outlined in Auaehmcnts
A and B to the August 28 Order.

81/£0'd 11~1~1£16 01 9££1 £ee £1£



State ofMichigan. Despite a finding by this Commission that intraLATA toll dialing

parity was necessary for effective local competition, and despite the fact that Ameritech

had been ordered to implement full intraLATA dialing parity in most of its exchanges in

Michigan no later than, July 26, 1996, as of the date Ameritech's "compliance" filing only

10% of Ameritech Michigan'S customers had a choice ofcompetitors fOr 1+ intraLATA

toll calling. The violation of valid Commission Orders cannot equate to "compliance"

under any possible standard.

Even more remarkable, as part of its "compliance" filing Amerltech proposed an

alternative implementation schedule -- one that was inconsistent with and contrary to the

dialing parity policies and schedules previously established by this Commission. By

proposing this new plan, Ameritcch's conduct moved far beyond flagrant disobedience of

standing Commission Orders.:2 Under the guise of satisfying the requimnents of Section

271 of the federal Telecommunications Act, Ameriteeh submitted an alternative schedule

that not only wholly ignored the competitive policies articulated by this Commission it

also deferred full compliance with the Commission's dialing parity implementation

schedule until 10 days prior to Ameritech's exercise of interLATA authority, This flies in

the face of the Commission's conclusion that intraLATA toU dialina parity should not be

linked to or dependent upon Ameritech's receipt of interLATA authority. Ameritech has

attempted to justify its failure to implement dialing parity on a faulty interpretation of

Section 312b of the Michigan Telecommunications Act. However, even ifAmeriteeh's

Notably, Amerittcb's compliance filing was submitted two days before the Michjpn Coun of
Appeals entered an Emergency Stay ofCommission Orders addressing the implcmcmanon of 1+ toll
dialing parity.

~3l H~31I~~ ~~ 8v:81 ~6, £1 N~r



argument regarding the interpretation of Section 312b of the MTA were correct (which

AT&T vehemently disputes), approval oithe new implementation schedule proposed by

Ameritech will likely result in pushing the actual date that full dialing parity is made

available to Michigan consumers even beyond July 31, 1997, the expiration date of

Section 312b under the "sunset" provisions of the MTA. Thus, it would appear that

under the guise of "compliance" with Commission policy, Ameriteth is actually seeking

to obtain Commission approval to further delay implementation offull dialing parity

beyond the date when Ameritech will lose its Statutory "excuse" for failing to follow the

existing Commission Orders on the subject. Indeed) given the pro-eompetition policies

established by the Commission in the dialing parity dockets, Ameriteeh's unilateral

alternative proposal should be flatly rejected.

The competitive checklist fOWld in Section 271 identifies the minimum conditions

that a Bell Operating Company such as Ameritech Michigan must satisfy before it can

provide interLATA services. Section 271 is designed to give Ameriteeh incentives to

provide CLECs like AT&T access and interconnection to its local exchange networks.

Section 271 is not a license to ignore the substantial body ofauthority that this

Commission has established in an effort to foster local competition in the State of

Michigan. Moreover, the checklist requirements of Section 271 do not pre-empt or usurp,

in any way, the force or effectiveness of valid Commission Orders or the requirements of

state law.

At the time Ammtech submitted its "compliance" filing, it was in direct violation

of valid Commission Orders on intraLATA toll dialing parity, Until the issues related to

....

8l/£0'd



Amcritech's failure to fully implement 1+ toll dialing parity in accordance with the

Cormnission's Orders arc finally resolved, Ameritech should Dot be deemed to be in

"satisfactory compliance with the Commission's policy regarding intraLATA toll dialing

parity."

8'V90'd
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SPECIFIC REPLY COMMENTS

8. Is ADlerit~h Michigan providing lDtraLATA dialing parity in

Michigan on a statewide basis.

ATAT's Reply Com.ea": No. Despite this Commission's previous decisions

and Orders regarding the competitive benefits to be achieved through implementation of

statewide intraLATA toll dialing parity, Ameriteeh has failed and refused to provide its

Michigan consumers with the ability to make a choice in the intraLATA toll marketplace.

After a protracted series of appeals (discussed in more detail in the reply comments filed

by AT&T in this docket on December 4, 1996), Ameritech's continuing failure to comply

with the Commission's intraLATA dialing parity Orders is DOW pending before the

Supreme Court of the State of Michigan. A copy of AT&Ts submission to the Supreme

Court will be filed in this docket under separate cover.

b. Is AmeriteebMichigaD providing local dialing parity in MIcld.pD on

a statewide basis?

AT&T's Reply Comments: No. Ameritec:h is not currently offering competing

providers with nondiscriminatory access to such services and information as are

necessary to allow the requested carrier to implement local dialing parity in accordance

with the requirements ofsection 2S 1(b)(3), The primary deficiencies are the result of

Ameritech's failure to offer comprehensive interim number portability solutions.

Local dialing parity is possible, in part, because ofnumber portability, Under the

interim.number portability solutions cUITently offered by Amcriteeh, however1 CLECs

BVL,0'd ~3l HJ31I~~ ~~ 6v:Bl L,6. Sl N~f



like AT&T can offer local dialing parity to only some of their customers. Ameritech is

currently offcrin& only two number portability solutions in Michigan -- DID (direct

inward dialing) and ReF (remote call forwarding). Neither of these two options can be

effectively used to provide number portability to large switched-based business

customers. These customers can be served only by the use of more sophisticated number

portabilitr solutions such as Route Indexing, a solution which has been found to be

technically feasible. But Ameritech has refused AT&T's request to provide Route

Indexing in Michigan. Thus, until an effective permanent number portability solution is

achieved, Ameritech cannot be said to be providing complete local dialing parity in the

State of Michigan.

e. Does Amerltech Michigan have any Commission, state court, federal

court, Federal Communications Commusion, or Jeplative aetion pendiDg related to

the provision ofintraLATA dialing parity and local dialinl parity? Ifyes, supply

copies of Ameritech Michigan's or any of its afliliates' pleaclinp or proposals

related thereto. If state or federal courts have issued orders related to intraLATA

dialing parity or local dialing parity, provide copies of those orders.

AT&T's Reply Comments: Yes. See. AT&T's discussion of the proceedings

related to Ameritech's failure to comply with the Commission's intraLATA dialing parity

orders in AT&T's Reply Comments, filed. in this docket on December 4, 1996.

The documents, pleadings and orders related to these proceedings, which are

extensive, were previously provided to the Commission, its coWlSel and all other parties

6

81/80' d ~3l HJ31I~~ ~~ 6V:81 ~6, £1 N~r



~
1

of interest. In the interest of not unnecessarily burdenini this docket, additional copies

will be provided upon request.

d. If statewide iDtraLATA dialiDg parity is Dot being offered, is the

necessary equipment deployed to provide lntraLATA dialiDl at tbe lame time as

Ameritec:h Michipn or any of its atriliates is permitted to offer mterLATA lervice?

For the purpose of this question, sncb preparedness means actully providiDg tbe

service, not simply taking orden.

AT&T Reply CommeDu: Ameriteeh in its Compliance filing states that it has

deployed the necessary equipment to provide intraLATA dialing parity and, "in any

event, no later than the time that Ameritech Michigan or any of its affiliates is permitted

to offer interLATA service." (p. 8) AT&T has no way ofascertaining if indeed the

equipment has been deployed as Ameritech claims. However, AT&T would point out

that, effective January 1, 1997. Ameriteeh \NiH begin recovering the costs associated with

the implementation ofintraLATA presubscription. (See MBT TariffNo. 20R Part 21,

Section 2, paragraph 6.1.3.) To AT&T's knowledge, Amerircch bas not demonstrated

that the costs being recovered have, in fact, actually been incurred as ofJanuary 1, and

would argue that Ameriteeh's own submission would bring this into question.

Additionally, AT&T is attaching a newsletter discussing a problem associated

with a customer's wish to presubscribe to Ameriteeh for intraLATA toll service_ while

receiving local service from another carrier. This attachment is intended to point out

uncertainties associated with the actual provision the service.

~3l HJ31I~~ ~~ 6v:81 ~6. £1 N~r



Dated: December 19, 1996

Joan Marsh
AT&T Corp.
4660 S. Hagadorn Rd., Suite 640
East Lansing~ MI 48823
Telephone: (517) 332-9610
Fax: (S 17) 230-8210

Respectfully submitted

BY'~~'~. /OC01'iHoU: (iSOS5)
Arthur J. leVasseur (P29394)
Fischer, Franklin & Ford
3500 Guardian Building
Detroit, MI 48104-1192
Telephone: (313)962-5210
Fax: (31:3) 962-4559

Attorneys for AT&T CommUDic:atloDI of MichipD, Inc.

8
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The dOOf'$ to competltfon and choiee
for phone customers, poiNd to swing
open on July 26t were 8UddenIy slammed
shut when Ameritech cMfied • Michigan
Public Service Commieslon (MPSC) Older
to give customers choice in who !MY
want to UN for their intra-LATA phone
calls.

The MPSC had ordered Ameritech
to provide Its customers wfth Mdiaf..one
parity" in 82 percent of its exchanges
starting July 26. with most of the rest
pha8ed in by the end of 1896.

t,.ead, Ameritech has thumbed its
nOM at the MPSC, announcing it would
cut certain ac:oess f... for intra-LATA
calls made by customers who dial a five­
digit access code. Since only • handful of
customers go through that arduous
process, virtualty no ooneum.,. will
benefit frOm Arneritech'. action and true
eompetltlon wilf continue to be blocked.

-AIMdtlCh'S dIqiIion '"I to raduce
MC"' ftM ra1b1t than offtrix)g MkihjglO
cystgme" jn 82 ptnwnt gf jIIlmtJangtw
I! ghoice for lqcaI toll seMce it anti.
compttitiv, bfhaYior at its WOW.· said
Ray O'Connel. AT&T public relations vice
president for the central states. cit is a
blatant and obvious attempt to sidestep
the intent of laSt month'. order by the
MPSC,-

01.1-1 parity: Means. phone custonMr
ClJn ..leet any company th.y VflitJh to
handle all of their Iong-O,.tance ClIlls,
including theM in their SIN oodeB. wfthout
having to dial a ."scisl~ code
!JBfOre dialing 7-iMn th6 .fN COCIfI.then
the numbsr. Thst's~bJ8ln 90
ilfCtIfJt of M~/flSn today.

M_nwhiIe, Ameritech·. ChaIrman
and Chief Executive Officer. Richard C.
NotebtI-.t. has bMn portraying the
reduc:tion In acee..... as a move to
help foeter competition. In an Interviewt

Noteba4ll1 hypes the monopoly's decIsiOn
to lcWer -ace... ahargW' byt _leoti is?
M¥hiIb" "d"9'km in .,.-fIII.WM
C2ldeArcH¥1wJ4PSC u the ""Ix fpcdin_ CYI!mmI djal:gnt Gbgk;n.

oIAmeritech .. attempting to block
competition and·deny CUltomers a choiCe
by trying to dO everything it can to hold on
to itS monopoty of local toll.-rvtce in
MiChigan," said O'Connell. "We are urging
the MPSC to ••• .moft:e II standing order
thai the company give Michigan
oonsurne,.. and bu8inMees • real choice
for local ton providers.·

Not only do customers have to pay
Amerttech to use Its ..rvices, today
Ameritech It charging people for DQS
YIIDg itt RrVioM.

This situation has happened to a
west Michtgan coml*\Y that wanted to
switch its 10CaI teJephone provider from
Ameritech to Brooks Fiber
Communications. one of the h:Iw non­
monopoly companieS that have been
trying to offer bOth toeal and long-dlstance
~ in Michigan.

According to Marty Clift, preIIident of
Brooks Fiber Communications. the
business customer wanted to drop
Ameritech's locel service and switch to
Brooks Fiber. while continuing to use

8VH'd
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Mel.. NE.AW.

Amerttech for intra-LATA calle (short haul
long-dtstanee cans generally made within
a calle,... area code). Atneritech, unhappy
with thil maneuver, decided UWt 1M
ctJItomer wguId have to pay i ttrrnlnatlQo
plndY of $2,100 fw; IWItcblng tg Bmotsl
fII2.m:,.

Even though the customer was
going to continue using An'MNtIech for its
intraeL.ATA _rvice. Amerttech felt It
should penaHza and fine the cuetomer for
not _ng All the services it provides. This
ia yet another example of Amerttech
attempUne to prevent fair end open
competition from occulTing In Michigan's
teleoommuniGationl induetrY and is
contrary to the Intent of the MIchigan law
which requires the unbundling of MMce8.

After months of negotiation aimed at
opening local phone service to
competition, Mel and AT&T hava been
forced to ask the MPSC to arbitrate the
unresolved issues In the oompanies'
ongoing negotiations with Amtr1tech.

Arneritech has refused to negotiate
fNitful1y on a variety of key issues 1hat
would finally allOw lOCal conlW'fters to
have real choicM in me phone service
they have - choices that the Michigan
Legislature said it wanted thtm to have
when it paeeec:t 1M Michigan

Telecommunications Ad-last vtar'.
After six months of foot..cfragging by

monopoly giant Ameritech, Mel and
AT&T hope that binding arbitration will
finally result in an agreement that will
allow them to interconnect customers.

-what we want to do is be able to
compete fairly and effectively,· said Joan
campion, regional director of Mel. -rhe
only way we can do that ,., is for

P.3/3
It_a

Arnerttech to comply with 1MMPSC
order."

The decielon in .. proc.eding Will
be the sing~ mOlt Important determinant
of if, when, .net how broadly aet08&
Michigan consumers wiD enjoy the
chobM In Ioc* telloommunic:dOns
service that they have long enjoyed In
long-dilltance. SIIg 11M· 1bt prIge gf IlJ
.ft..1~.D9'QIII baa
plurDl'lWt8d b¥ tIrMtt 7Q ptlplOf.

Micbjgln QQI1NDIII wpyId '"...
..,drarQa1Io.l1duqttan QDG9 tbI
Arntrit8gh "'P"'ffl?oty...

"'The outcome of arbItraUon wiD do
more 1han simply .. the terms under
which AT&T COI1IP8* with ArMrfttch,­
said BonnIe M8nz1, AT&T vice "",,1dInt
of local MrYIcM.... will also "rmlna
WI*htr CUltomtrl reaDy will have a tNe
choice 1ft the loca1.rvice market."

Among 1M ""'es still uneetIIed after
months of dlscuuion: pricing, urvice
quality, br.ndlng and various operational
details. MOl and AT&T would Ike to
continue neaotlationa with Ameritech
throughout arbltnltion to ....... as many
ilSSues u poel" outside the arbitration
process. It remains to be ..." whether
Arneritech can be .. cooperative.

Thilll our ftfth edition of MCTPA
NE1WORK. MOTPA was formed to bring
about true competttion in the
telecommunications martcel

Questiona? Please cal Richard
McLellan, cl"&airman of MCTPA, at 517­
374-e100, by fax at 517-374-9191. or
Intemet address, 58341540rncimaiLcom.

~83l H031I~3W~ ~~ eS:81 ~6. Sl N~r



STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE TIlE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter. 00 the Commission's own motion, )
to consider Ameritech Michigan's compliance )
with the competitive cbecldist in Section 271 )
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 )

PROOF OF SERVICE

Case No. U·l1104

I, Paulette BaDltaCk. certify that a true and correct copy ofAT&T
Communication of Michigan. Inc.•s, Reply Comments to Ameritech Michigan's
Compliance Filing and Request For Approval on Plan of IntraLATA To)) Dialing Parity,
was served via ovemight delivery to aU parties on the attached service list on December
19.1996.

Subscribed and Sworn to
me before this ita day
ofDecember. 1996

8't/£'t'd
~3l HJ31I~~ ~~ 0S:8't ~6, £1 N~r



67



rRASER TREBILCOCK DAVIS & rOSTER, P. C.
LAWYERS

...0£ C. rOSTEIII "'111.'
ItON...L.D III. PENTECOST
"ETEIII L.. DUNL"'P­
EVEIIlETT III. V.CK·
DOUGLAS .J....USTIN
ItO.£1IIT W. STOCKEIII "
MICH"'EL E. CAV...N"'UGH­
...OHN .... LOOSE
D...VID E. S. "''''RVIN.
STEPHEN L.. BUIIILINGAME
C. M...IIIK HOOVEIII
D...IIIIIIEL.L. A. LINDM...N
ItON"'LD III. SUTTON
11111' K. SOCOLOrSKY·UNDEIII
BIIICTT .... BEAN
"'CH"'IIID C. LOWE"
G IIIY C. ROGEIIIS
M IIIK A. BUSH
MICHAEL H...EIIIIIIY

BRANDON W. ZUK
D...VID D. WADDEL.L.
MICHAEL C. LEVINE
THOMAS"'. WATERS
"'ARK III. rox··
NANCY L.. L.ITTL.E
SM"'RON .... BRUNER
MICH...EL. S. "'SHTON
MICHAEL. .... REIL.L.Y
MICHEL.YN E......STEUR
.....TIIIICK K. TMORNTON
CH"'AYN K. HAIN
BRIAN D. MERRINGTON'
D...VlD D. BRICKEY
......RCY R. MEYER
WENDy .... GUIL.rOYL.E
GRAHAM K. CRABTREE
KEIIIIIIY D. METTINGER
MEL.INDA A. CARL.SON

1000 MICHIGAN NATIONAL TOWEIII

LANSING. MICHIGAN 48933
TELEPMONE (517).82'5800

,....CSIM'LE (517) .82·0887

Writer's Oir..,l Lin•

(517) 377·0875

December 20, 1996
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ARCHIE e rRASER I'\It

EVERETT R. TREBILCOCK I 1/ 5
.JAMES R. DAVIS
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Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
P. O. Box 30221
Lansing, MI 48909

Re: Responses to Arneritech Michigan's December 16, 1996 Submission in MPSC
Case No. U-III04

Dear Ms. Wideman:

This letter is to confirm our earlier telephone conversation where we discussed that
interested parties have 14 business days to respond to Ameritech Michigan's submission filed
on December 16, 1996. You confmned that the Commission will be closed December 24,
December 25, December 31 and January 1, and that these days would not be considered as
business days. As a result, our response to Ameritech Michigan's filing will be due January 9.
1997. If this is inconsistent with your interpretation of the Commission's Order, please advise.

Very truly yours.

Foster, P.C.

Michael S. Ashton

MSA/klw
cc: Parties of Record

DEC j 0 1996 PvL.
DEC 2 ~1 1996
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Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, MI 48909

Re: MPSC Case No. U-III04.

Dear Ms. Wideman:

444 Michigan A'/Er.ue
Room 1750
Detrol! MI 48226
OHlce 313-223-8033
Fax 313·496-S326

Craig A. Anderson
'~oi..insel

December 27, 1996

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE
FILE 0

DEC 27 1996

COMMISSION

.L .._

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced case is an original and fif­
teen copies of the Ameritech Michigan's Submission of Information Requested by
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MICHIOAN PUBLIC SeAV1C::
STATE OF MICHIGAN FILED

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMIS~P~:2. ? 'l~~'o

In the matter, on the Commission's own motion, )
to consider Ameritech Michigan's compliance )
with the competitive checklist in Section 271 )
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. )

-----------------)

80M~VIISS,01\'
Case No. -11104

AMERITECH MICHIGAN'S SUBMISSION OF
INFORMATION REQUESTED BY STAFF

On December 19, 1996, the Michigan Public Service Commission Staff

(StaID submitted comments regarding Ameritech Michigan's November 27, 1996

compliance filing and request for approval of plan on intraLATA toll dialing parity.

In those comments, Staff requested that Ameritech Michigan submit additional

information on certain issues identified by Staff within 7 days so that the record

would be complete. (Staff Comments, p. 12) As requested by Staff, Ameritech

Michigan submits the following additional information.

I. EXCHANGES IN WHICH COMPEWOBS
ARE USING LOCAL DIALING PARITY

In its comments, Staff states:

"The exchanges in which a licensed competitor is actually
providing service and therefore availing itself of local
dialing parity and associated operations has not been
specified by Ameritech Michigan." (Staff Comments, p. 3)

In response to Staff's inquiry, Ameritech Michigan can provide the

following additional information: (i) a listing of those exchanges in which

competitors who are interconnected with Ameritech Michigan are licensed to

provide service (see Schedule A); and (ii) those exchanges where licensed

interconnected competitors have purchased (or have pending requests to purchase)



unbundled loops, colocation, or have established end office integration (EO!) trunks

(see Schedule B).

Ameritech Michigan would not, however, necessarily know in which

exchanges a licensed competitor is actually providing services and therefore availing

itself of local dialing parity because those competitors may, for example, be

interconnected at a tandem switch serving numerous end offices and actually

providing service to end users via their own switching and loop facilities.

As indicated in Ameritech Michigan's original filing, and as recognized

by Staff, local dialing parity is currently available state-wide. However, the

attached Schedules A and B specify those exchanges or wire centers in which

competitors are or may be actually providing service, and therefore, are availing

themselves of local dialing parity.

II. COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER REQUIREMENTS

Staff's comments also state as follows:

"... Ameritech Michigan's filing has not addressed
compliance with the FCC requirements on these issues
[access to telephone numbers, operator services, directory
assistance, directory listings, and prohibition against
unreasonable dialing delays] as specified in the FCC
order. Until such information is provided, a specific
determination cannot be made by this Commission
regarding compliance." (Staff Comments, p. 4)

Initially, Ameritech Michigan would point out. that the competitive

checklist requirement in Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xii) of the federal Act relates only to

local dialing parity:

"Nondiscriminatory access to such services or information
as are necessary to allow the requesting carrier to
implement local dialing parity in accordance with the
requirements of Section 251(b)(3)." (Emphasis added)
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The FCC Rules specifically describe what constitutes local dialing

parity:

"Local Dialing Parity

A LEC shall permit telephone exchange service customers
within a local calling area to dial the same number of
digits to make a local telephone call notwithstanding the
identity of the customer's or the called party's
telecommunications service provider." (47 CFR § 51.207)

This description of the requirement relating to local dialing parity is

distinct from the requirements set by the FCC for toll dialing parity (47 CFR §

51.209).

Section 25l(b)(3) of the Act goes beyond the requirements of the

competitive checklist and establishes broader requirements relating not only to local

dialing parity, but also to toll dialing parity and to nondiscriminatory access to

telephone numbers, operator services, directory assistance, and directory listings.

But the competitive checklist is limited to local dialing parity.

Because of the specific focus of the competitive checklist requirement

on local dialing parity, Ameritech Michigan focused its original submission of

information only on information relating to local dialing parity. However,

subsequent to the November 27, 1996 filing by Ameritech Michigan concerning

dialing parity, Ameritech Michigan submitted its responses to the rest of

Attachment B, as requested by this Commission, relating to information on other

aspects of the competitive checklist. See Ameritech Michigan's Submission of

Information filed December 16, 1996. Specifically, Ameritech Michigan has

submitted detailed information concerning compliance with the competitive

checklist requirements for nondiscriminatory access to telephone numbers (See

Attachment B, Question 9a), operator services (See Attachment B, Question 7c),

directory assistance (See Attachment B, Question 7b), and directory listings (See

Attachment B, Question 8d). Ameritech Michigan incorporates by reference the
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information submitted in its December 16, 1996 filing relating to these issues in

response to Staffs request for additional information.

In addition, Ameritech Michigan provides the following additional

information concerning the relationship between local dialing parity and the other

issues identified by Staff.

Section 251(b)(3) of the Act permits all competing providers to have

nondiscriminatory access, with no unreasonable dialing delays, to operator services

and directory assistance, the two dialable services referred to in Section 251(b)(3).

Ameritech Michigan makes its directory assistance and operator services available

to competing providers of local exchange service if those providers choose to use

Ameritech Michigan's operator services or directory assistance services rather than

provide their own or contract with another source. When a facilities-based provider

contracts with Ameritech Michigan to use Ameritech Michigan's directory

assistance or operator services, that competing provider is able to offer directory

assistance and operator services to its end users with no unreasonable dialing

delays, at least to the extent that the call is handled within Ameritech Michigan's

network, and the competing carrier is capable of programming its switch to route

traffic to Ameritech Michigan's service using the same codes (e.g., 0, 00, 411, or 555­

XXXX) used by Ameritech Michigan. In the situation involving a competing

provider that is offering local exchange service to its end users via the resale of

Ameritech Michigan's local exchange service, that competing provider's end user

customers are able to access directory assistance and operator services in exactly

the same manner as all of Ameritech Michigan's local exchange end user customers

with no unreasonable dialing delays using the same access codes as any retail

customer.

The FCC found that the prohibition in Section 25l(b)(3) against

"unreasonable dialing delays" applied to the requirement for local dialing parity, as
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well as to operator services and directory assistance. (Second Report and Order, C}j

156) The FCC determined that the dialing delay experienced by customers of a

competing provider should not be greater than that experienced by th"e customers of

the LEC providing dialing parity or nondiscriminatory access for identical calls and

call types. The FCC also concluded that LECs such as Ameritech Michigan have a

duty to process all calls from competing providers, including calls to the LEC's

operator services and directory assistance, on an equal basis as calls originating

from customers of the providing LEC. (C}j 159)

Calls to and from competitors' networks are not subject to any

unreasonable dialing delay in Michigan. As described in detail in Ameritech

Michigan's original November 27, 1996 filing and in the affidavits of John Mayer (en

30-36, pp. 8-9) and Gregory Dunny (en 136-144, pp. 65-68) submitted with Ameritech

Michigan's December 16, 1996 filing, calls originating from a competitor's network

are treated in Ameritech Michigan's network the same as a call originating from

within Ameritech Michigan's network, because the network does not and is not

capable of distinguishing between such calls.

The FCC, in the Second Report and Order, specifically rejected various

proposals to measure the extent of dialing delay (en 162) and recognized instead that

in the event a dispute arises between a competing carrier and a providing LEC as to

dialing delay, the burden would be on the providing LEC to demonstrate with

specificity that it has processed the call on terms equal to that of similar calls

originating from its own customers. (C}j 161; see also 47 CFR § 51.217(e)) However,

in addressing the issue of unreasonable dialing delays, the FCC recognized that

LECs can only be responsible for delays within their control. (See 'fi 160, 162)

Because of the nature of the interconnection arrangements established with

competing providers and the means by which calls are handled within Ameritech

Michigan's network, as described more fully in Ameritech Michigan's prior filings in
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